Within the fields of applied linguistics and language testing, there has been a recent interest in rating scales, and how rating scales are constructed (Upshur and Turner, 1995 This article looks at the definition of ffuency in the literature, and proposes a qualitative and quantitative approach which may be used to produce a 'thick' description of language use, which can be used in rating scale construction. A fluency rating scale is described, and its reliability and validity assessed. The article suggests that validity considerations must be addressed in the construction phase of developing rating scales, through the careful consideration of the linguistic meaning of constructs, rather than merely as a post loc enterprise.
I Introduction
Rating scales have tended to be a priori measuring instruments. By a priori it is meant that the descriptors of the rating scales are constructed by an expert, often using his or her own intuitive judgement concerning the nature of developing language proficiency, sometimes in consultation with a team of other experts, whether these are colleagues within an examination board, or a wider sample of specialists working within the field. A priori methods can be broken down into more specific development methodologies (North, 1994a) , but they mostly have in common the lack of any empirical underpinning, except as post hoc validity studies (Jarvis, 1986: 2l 'index' norm-referenced numerical scores to rating scale descriptors (Boldt, l99l) , whether this is a valid procedure or not.
Suggestions for an empirical basis to be introduced at the construction stage of rating scales have_peen made b the past (fulcher, 1987; 1988; Shohamy, 1990) , but rarely taken up. One refreshing exception is a study by Upshur and Turner ( 1995 ) which describes an empirically based approach to scale construction which they term 'empirically derived binary-choice, boundary-definition scales' (p. 6). The purpose of this study is to describe the concept of fluency in the applied linguistics and testing literature, and to present a methodology whereby observations from student performance can be utilized in the construction of a fluency rating scale. The adequacy of the methodology and the resulting rating scale will be assessed.
II Background: the concept of fluency 'Fluency', a term with as many definitions as there are commentators, has been chosen as a notion for this study because it is widely assumed in oral testing that the two constructs of fluency and accuracy are separate aspects of oral ability (Griffin, 1985) , and in language teaching it is common for a strong difference to be drawn between fluency activities and accuracy activities (see, for example, Brown and Yule, 1983: 104; Brumfit, 1984;  Klippel, 1984;  Rixon, 1992:81; Hedge, 1993) .
In research literature this difference is variously referred to as that between 'norm-oriented' and 'communicative-oriented' learners (Clahsen, 1985) , 'rule-formers' and'data-gatherers' (Hatch, 1974) or 'planners' and 'correctors' (Seliger, 1980) . In each case, the former of the two categories refers to students who concentrate on building up grammatical rules and aim for accuracy in production (at the expense of fluency), and the latter category refers to students who Although little empirical research has been conducted into the distinction between students who are 'norm-oriented' and those who are 'communicative-oriented' to date, Ellis ( 1990) conducted a study in which it was hypothesized that students who focus on accuracy would acquire linguistic knowledge quickly, while students who focus on fluency would develop 'channel control mechanisms' (measured as speech rate) much more quickly. Using correlation and a principal components analysis, Ellis (1990: 89-90) concluded that .. . those learners who showed the greatest gain in acquisition of the three word order rules manifested the smallest gain in general oral fluency and, conversely, those learners who developed the ability to process speech the most rapidly displayed the smallest gain in accuracy. Douglas's ( 1994: l3l-32) working definition of fluency was the ratio between types and tokens in the transcriptions of student speech. He reported a negative correlation of -.91 between the ratio scores and fluency rating scale scores for six students, leading him to conclude that there was 'very little relationship . . . between the scores on the test and the language actually produced' (Douglas, 1994: 134) . However, a negative correlation of -.91 indicates a very strong inverse relationship, which could mean either that the raters do not understand and appropriately apply the scale descriptors, or that the type/token ratio definition of fluency is an inadequate operationalization of the concept.
It must be stressed that empirical work is limited, and inconclusive. The definitions of fluency which exist seem to be inadequate for the purpose of operationalization in a test, even though the concept is widespread in the literature. A brief consideration of references to fluency in three tests confirms this.
In the history of testing, the development of a fluency rating scale has been plagued by a lack of operational specificity since the very earliest Foreign Service Institute (FSI) component oral rating scales. In the FSI component scale for fluency, the scale constructors relied on vague concepts such as 'slow and uneven speech' at band 2, and 'hesitant and jerky speech' at band 3. At band 4 'groping for words ' and 'unevenness' are said to result in rephrasing, while by bands 5 and 6 speech is said to be'smooth' (Sollenberger, 1978; Clark and Clifford, 1988) . The criterion of 'hesitation' is also frequently found within rating scales of fluency. Some rating scales rely on the notion of hesitation alone, despite the fact that the phenomenon of hesitation is not well understd (Fulcher, 1987 (CPE) examinations (see Hamp-Lyons, 1987, and Davies, 1987, (Fulcher, 1987) . For example, in the 16 brief conversational extracts in Crystal and Davy (1975) (Frith, 1979) , or the principle that each definition should exist 'in the context of the whole scale and in relation to adjacent definitions' (Ingrarn, 1982: 9) . This is a circular, self-contained notion of scale development which appears to lack empirical support or theoretical credibility.
III Method I Subjects
The data which were used for this study came from 21 oral interviews conducted with Greek-speaking learners of English. Their average ELTS band score was 6, with a range of L9.The2l interviews were all conducted in the same room using the same interviewer, on three separate occasions within the space of one and a half weeks. This was done in order to control for test method facets such as physical environment and the style of the interviewer as much as possible. All the interviews were transcribed for later analysis.
2 Materials All subjects took the ELTS oral interview (see Weir, 1987) (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) , and at the end of the iterative process of qualitative interpretation, the results were analysed statistically. Although essentially a qualitative methodology, Grounded Theory methodology admits the usefulness of quantitative approaches (Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 17-18 (Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 237) .
The approach expects that theory will be generated directly from data, and that through an iterative process new data will be checked to see if they fit the theory being developed. Unlike other qualitative methodologies, such as analytic induction (Manning, 1991) , quantitative approaches may be used in addition to the qualitative interpretation, adding to the process of theory development. That is, although Grounded Theory is a postmodernist qualitative approach which demands 'thick description' (Geertz, 1973) (Swales, 1990; Bhatia, 1993) , and also in conversation analysis, especially as it applies to the description of 'test genre', using as few as six subjects/interviews (Perrett, 1990) or as many as 20 (Lazwaton, 1992).
4) 5) 6)
b Generation and description of categories and coding systems: Initially it is important to define the observable speech phenomena that could be said to constitute an intemrption in perceived fluency. For the purposes of this description, six phenomena were isolated as potentially intemrpting fluency from an analysis of the transcripts of 2l oral interviews, probably affecting the score given by an interviewer during an oral test. The categories of phenomena generated in this study do not differ from the literature on fluency which discusses surface aspects of performance which intemrpt fluency (Grosjean, 1980; Hieke, 1985) . The data themselves did not suggest any further phenomena which might have been investigated. The phenomena are as follows:
2) The repetition of the first syllable of a word or a full word.
3) The negotiation of reference indicated by the reselection of referring devices. The reselection of lexical items.
Anacolouthon.
Longer pauses of three seconds or more.
Category 6 needs special comment as this is an area related to the observation of fluency-related phenomena which has recently seen much controversy. Studies involving the analysis of pauses in the second language literature have mainly concerned themselves with teacher speech and the role of pauses in adapting to communication with non-native speakers/learners (Ellis, 1985: 14546; Chaudron, 1988: 69:10), the suggestion being that speech rate is slower and the Iength of pauses greater in native speaker-non-native speaker communication, similar to that observed between adults and children (Gaies, 1977 , as discussed in Allwright, 1988 , and that these phenomena help the comprehension of non-native speakers. Most of these studies do not use spectograph analysis, and the methodology used has come under severe criticism for lack of accuracy in measurement and drawing unsubstantiated conclusions from poor-quality data (Griffiths, 1991 However, these surface phenomena are of little use in themselves. Surface phenomena may be coded easily enough, but this method would not provide an explanation of the phenomena in terms of language use. When encountering one of the phenomena listed above, the researcher must attempt to develop a coding system which is interpretive. That is, to say why fluency appears to be disrupted by the occurrence of a particular phenomenon, or why it is not. For example, some longer pauses in speech may be interpreted by raters as indicating that communication has broken down, and the student would therefore be penalized on the rating scale. However, it is quite possible that the rater will consider certain pauses as being 'thinking time' in which the student is seriously considering the content of the next utterance, and thus be prepared to award a higher grade for 'natural' language behaviour (Meredith, 1978) . There is, therefore, a need for a set of 'explanatory' categories for the coding of data from interviews. The explanatory categories are created iteratively in the interplay between data and interpretation.
The data suggested that observed intemrptions in fluency would be accounted for by eight categories. These are as follows:
I ) End-of-turn pauses: pauses indicating the end of a turn. 2) Content planning hesitation: pauses which appear to allow the student to plan the content of the next utterance.
3) Grammatical planning hesitation: pauses which appear to allow the student to plan the form of the next utterance. a End-of-turn pauses: The most frequent use of extended pauses in the data was at the end of a student's turn. In the speech of less fluent speakers the students pause because they are not able (or willing) to continue speaking. The interviewer frequently does not begin his or her turn immediately in such cases, as he or she is waiting for the student to continue. The interviewer in the oral test appears to be highly sensitive to the possibility that the student needs time to plan what is going to be said next, and therefore the amount of overlapping speech may be rnuch less than in less formal interaction, and the amount of silence between turns increases, something which would be highly embarrassing in informal talk (Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 1974 Meisel (1980) As a check on the way in which the researcher coded the data into categories, and to create a fluency rating scale in which the band descriptors are generated by the data, it was necessary to make tallies of observations from the speech of students coded into each of the eight explanatory categories described above. Discriminant analysis allows the researcher to investigate I ) the extent to which all categories together discriminate between the students; and 2) the extent to which students would have been reliably placed in the bands/levels which they actually received on an Oral Proficiency Interview, had they been rated only on the categories developed to describe fluency phenomena (Crocker and Algina, 1986; 25ffi3 Finally, by using discriminant analysis it is possible to analyse the relationship between the band score actually awarded to each of the students and the band score which would be predicted on the basis of the categories. The results of such prediction are presented in Table 2 .
In Table 2 , we have the bands which were actually awarded on an Oral Proficiency Interview, and these are compared with the bands which would have been awarded if they had been awarded on the basis of the explanatory categories in the operational description of fluency used in the discriminant analysis (Wilkinson, 1988: 589 
Additional components of fluency
From an analysis of the transcripts, it also appeared that in the speech of higher-ability students there was significant evidence of back-channelling (students using utterances such as 'hmm' or 'yeah' when listening to the interviewer). It was hypothesized that the number of back-channels was also related to the perception of fluency, and would also discriminate well between lower-and higher-ability students. For the purposes of investigating back-channelling the original bands were collapsed to form just three, on the basis of mean counts of back-channels in student speech, corrected for amount of language produced. These counts were then also submitted to discriminant analysis. The results (not presented here) were significant, and so information on back-channelling The data-driven approach to scale development is therefore different from traditional approaches in the FSI and Interagency Language Roundtable (ILR) mould, and also different from the 'absolute' scales which researchers are currently investigating (Bachman and Clark, 1988; Bachman, 1990) . The degree to which such a rating scale is successful can only be evaluated through trialling and reliability and validation studies.
I Reliabiliry
Reliability of the use of the rating scale was estimated following procedures outlined in Bolus, Hinofotis and Bailey (1981), Cronbach ( 1984: l6l-63), Crocker and Algina ( 1986: 157-85), Feldt and Brennan (1989: 128-36) and Bachman (1990) . Using five raters and three tasks, a reliability coefficient of .9 was recorded, with an inter-rater generalizability coefficient of .93, and an equivalent forms generalizability coefficient of .98.
Validiry by group differences
Although validity by group differences is a 'weak' form of validity (Messick, 1989:55) , the principle behind its use is simple: if the testtaking sample can be divided into ability groups in advance of taking the test (by teachers or other tests) then the test results may be described as valid if they do discriminate between the various groups. On the first use of the fluency rating scale, students were classified as 'high', 'average', and 'low' ability students by their teachers. Table  3 presents the ANOVA results for this analysis, and it can easily be seen that the between-groups variance is larger than the within-groups variance. It would appear that the fluency rating scale is capable of distinguishing between groups. higher levels' (Henning, t992:368) . Table 4 provides the delta statistic for each of the bands on the rating scale, on each of three tasks. This is the difficulty of scoring the particular band on the rating scale in logits.
From Table 4 , we may see that not only does the fluency rating scale meet the requirements set out by Henning for a measurement instrument but the difficulty estimates of achieving the level on the scale is also very stable across task types. This is a second requirement for a measurement instrument which Henning does not mention, namely, that tests in which scores need to be generalizable should yield similar results under different data-collection circumstances. In terrns of rating scale development, we may term this the principle of 'coherence' in measurernent: that the operationalization of the construct in a rating scale, in this case fluency, operates in a stable fashion both synchronically and diachronically. The rating scale described in this study would appear to be coherent, according to this definition.
Vn Conclusion
Further studies are urgently required into the study of constructs such as fluency (Fulcher, 1994) . Evidence has frequently been presented to suggest that what we traditionally call 'skills' (e.9., reading vs. speaking) are distinctive traits (Bachman and Pakner, 1982) . However, there is little evidence available upon which we are able to judge the more specific constructs which are claimed to make up the skill of speaking, or the skill of reading. Establishing discriminant validity using multitrait-multimethod studies (Campbell and Fiske, 1959) and/or maximum likelihood studies (Joreskog, 1969), requires extremely stringent criteria which are difficult to meet, but such work must be undertaken. Unfortunately, it appears to be the case that many testing instruments do not contain a rigorous applied linguistics base, whether the underpinning be theoretical or empirical. The results of validation studies are, therefore, often trivial. For example, in one study of the relative contribution of constructs to the scores of students at various levels of the FSI rating scale (Adams, 1980) , there is no principled way of deciding why the constructs are jumbled up by level, apparently randomly, in the way they appear to be. Until test researchers and developers take seriously the validity of tests at the development phase rather than as a post hoc notion, the problem of the indeterminacy of validation studies and the uninterpretability of test scores will remain serious. Research in progress, such as that of North (1994a; 1994b) into use of various rating scales, including the one described in this article, should throw more light on the utility of scales produced by different construction methods. Research is also currently underway to examine the use of this rating scale on a sample of students drawn from a different population from for which it was constructed and on which it was validated.
However, it is tentatively suggested that a data-based approach to rating scale development appears to be promising, and that further research should be carried out into the description and operationalization of constructs for language testing, reinforcing the necessary link between applied linguistics, second language acquisition research and language testing theory and practice. 
VUI

Band 6
Candidates in band 6 reach a standard higher than that described in band 5.
